Prince George s County, Maryland
Physical Capacity MEP Analysis
Questionnaire
1. What is the typical implementation time frame (from planning through
construction) for a restoration project? Provide a typical Gantt chart for the
following three main classes of BMPs and break down into planning, design, and
construction phases: 1. Large upland stormwater projects (e.g., new and retrofits
for ponds, bioretention, infiltration basins, etc.); 2. Instream restoration projects;
and, 3. Alternative projects (not annual) (e.g., tree planting). Provide a written
justification to explain the time frames for each BMP class and phase.

Capital Improvement Program (CIP):
See Gantt Charts in Attachment A.

BMP CLASS
LARGE UPLAND
STORMWATER PROJECTS
Ponds

TYPICAL IMPLEMENTATION TIME FOR CIP PROJECTS
AVERAGE DURATION (WORK DAYS)
PLANNING
DESIGN
PERMITS
CONSTRUCTION

91

491

281

358

ESD Measures
INSTREAM RESTORATION
PROJECTS
Stream Restorations

61

281

161

303

91

641

371

411

Outfall Restoration

91

461

281

333

Shorelines

91

641

371

453

61

251

161

273

ALTERNATIVE PROJECTS

CIP Planning Phase
This phase includes BMP inventory assessment and pre-planning activities, including
encumbrance of funding for this phase. The County team and consultant engineer identify
and evaluate project opportunities which have potential for stormwater retrofit projects.
Typically, these opportunities will be of similar in BMP TYPE, in order that in the next
phase of design work these similar opportunities lead to design and construction efficiencies.
The CIP performs preliminary screening and identifies a project sites to be evaluated in an
individual task order. The number of sites to be evaluated is dependent upon the BMP types,
size of watershed being evaluated, etc. Generally, this planning phase duration is 4 6
months.

CIP Design and Permitting Phase
This phase is comprised of BMP design development and permitting. Submissions for
various permits and development of designs for SWM retrofit and /or restoration, erosion and
sediment control, natural resource inventories and plans, floodplain, and mitigation go
through a rigorous constructability review, and county certified third party approval process,
along with state and federal review, as required. The design phase addresses not only the
required permits and code requirements, but also landowner and other stakeholders buy-in or
acceptance. This requires temporary rights of entry, and easements, and if quasi public or
pubic lands are involved, then Memorandums of Understanding. The design phase duration
varies based upon BMP type and complexities of multiple land parcels or ownerships.
CIP Construction Phase
The goal during this phase is to construct projects within the original project budget and
schedule and in accordance with the approved design plans while complying with applicable
federal, state, local laws. County s construction team is involved in a consultative capacity
during the project planning, bidding and through design phases, and ultimately manages the
construction phase and final project close out.
a. During the planning stage and through design, provides critical constructability
reviews and collaborates with the design team to ensure proper selection of
responsive and responsible contractors during the bidding phase.
b. During the construction phase, the County s team administers the construction
contract, performs routine daily inspections and reporting, monitors construction
activities, prepares essential project correspondence and documentation, coordinates
design changes with CIP Design team, minimizes and negotiates contract claims and
changes, conducts final close out and warranty inspections, and develops final
contract close out documentation.
c. During Post construction, the County s team conducts warranty inspections and
coordinates warranty repair and maintenance with the contractor.
d. Throughout all phases, the County s team regularly coordinates with residents and
stakeholders to assist with gaining acceptance of the projects.
The duration of the construction phase varies based on the project s scope of work,
complexity, and number of devices installed. The County s goal is to initiate contractor
pricing prior to the 100 % design completion / permit issuance, to the extent feasible, as
shown on the GANTT schedules, Attachment A.
The categori ation of the County s BMP inventory under these three (3) Main Classes of
BMPs, which were designed and implemented within the Permit Term 1/2/14 through 1/2/19
is as follows:

Project Phase
Completed

CIP PROJECT INVENTORY DURING PERMIT TERM
Total
IAT
Number of
Number of
Number of
La ge land
In eam
BMPs
stormwater
restoration
ojec
ojec
47
182.98
31
10

Number of
Al e na i e
P ojec
6

A categori ation of the County s current CIP inventory into these three (3) Main Classes of
BMPs is as follows:

Reforestation

0
4.1
0.6
0

77.2
867.2
9.2
0

0
44.5
0
0

0
118.6
28.2
0

0
0
0
0

145.1
1,909.0
45.5
123.5

TOTALS

1,073.5

4.7

953.6

44.5

146.8

0

2,223.1

BMP CLASS
LARGE UPLAND
STORMWATER PROJECTS
INSTREAM RESTORATION
PROJECTS
ALTERNATIVE PROJECTS
TOTALS

Shorelines

Stream
Restoration

67.9
874.6
7.5
123.5

Ponds

PLANNING
DESIGN
CONSTRUCTION
PERMITS

PHASE

Outfall
Restoration

IAT

ESD
Measures

BMP CLASS

CIP PROJECT INVENTORY AS OF FEBRUARY 2019
LARGE UPLAND
INSTREAM RESTORATION
ALTERNATIVE
STORMWATER
PROJECTS
PROJECTS
PROJECTS

CIP INVENTORY (Number of Projects)
PLANNING
DESIGN
CONSTRUCTION
1

25

2

3

18

2

0
4

0
43

0
4

Cleanwater Partnership Program (CWP):

BMP CLASS
LARGE UPLAND
STORMWATER PROJECTS
INSTREAM RESTORATION
PROJECTS
ALTERNATIVE PROJECTS

CWP TYPICAL IMPLEMENTATION TIME
AVERAGE DURATION (WORK DAYS)
PLANNING
DESIGN
CONSTRUCTION
See below - Planning

273

179

See below - Planning 1

260

180

See below - Planning 1

233

137

Planning
1. Identifying a number of projects that meet the overall programmatic goals at one time.
For example, CWP meets with school management to identify 20-25 schools each year
that have the potential for stormwater retrofit projects. CWP then conducts preliminary
screening, utilizes outreach team to communicate with school principals and other
decision makes and narrows down the potential projects in a 2 to 3-month time frame. In
doing so, CWP is able to identify approximately 15 to 20 potential projects in a short
duration.
2. Screening for projects that meet programmatic goals in bulk significantly reduces the
planning time. CWP implemented policies and procedures that enable us to identify
target projects and screen them in a reduced timeframe.
3. CWP s incentive payment mechanisms (pay for performance structure) also help identify
select high yield projects.
Design
The design phase is comprised of SWM, ESC, and Forest Conservation plans that go through
a rigorous county certified third party approval process along with submissions to PGSCD to
address any comments. After all review comments are satisfactorily resolved, the plans are
submitted to file for a local permit.
Construction
Once a project completes design, it goes through the program s buyout phase. During the
buyout phase, a budget book is drafted and then submitted for review and approval by the
county. When a budget book receives all required approvals, the construction phase kicks off
with a notice to proceed. The duration of the construction phase varies based on the project s
scope of work, complexity, and number of devices installed. The construction phase
concludes with project closeout. During closeout, the site is certified by MES to officially
mark the end of construction.

See Gantt Chart Attachment A
CWP - Large Upland Stormwater Projects Schedule - 4-10
CWP - Instream Restoration Projects Schedule - 4-10
CWP - Alternative Projects Schedule - 4-10
2. Provide the average time to authorize capital improvement project (CIP) budgets
for the initial project planning phase and for the design phase of a typical
restoration project (assumes CIP approval for each phase is required). Do you
have the ability to combine these two phases or do you have to get CIP approval
for each phase consecutively?

Average time to authorize capital improvement project (CIP) budgets?
Project Planning Phase

Alternative Projects

Two Months

Stream Restoration (in-stream) Projects
Large Upland Stormwater Projects

Two Months

Two Months

Design Phase
Alternative Projects

Ten Months

Stream Restoration (in-stream) Projects
Large Upland Stormwater Projects

Eleven Months

Eleven Months

Do you have the ability to combine these two phases or do you have to get CIP approval for
each phase consecutively?
Overall CIP Budget Approval Process
The County cannot, by law, expend or contract for the expenditure in any Fiscal Year of
more than the amount authorized, appropriated, budgeted and made available for funding
CIPs. As a result, all projects, regardless of phase, are subject to annual authorizations for
the expenditure (or re-authorizations as the case may be) by the County Council.
An example of the Process
The County s Fiscal Year is July 1 June 30. Each September, agencies and their staff
submit planned and/or continuing costs for the upcoming Fiscal Year for each CIP. They are
reviewed by the County Executive, subject to public hearings, and then submitted to the

County Council for further evaluation and more public hearings. On or before May 15 the
County executes the upcoming Fiscal Year budget, and staff begins the process of securing
CIP funding to commence on July 1. Therefore, the average time for authorizations for each
CIP are at least 9 months each year.
Further complicating this issue is the Unbundling requirement of the County Code (Sec.
10A-165). Each solicitation must be subdivided and unbundled so that smaller procurements
are created to ensure the County s requirement that at least forty percent (40%) of each CIP
is awarded to certified County-based small businesses (Sec. 10A-161). This is in addition to
the County s M/WBE requirements and Local hiring requirements.
Instances and Limitations
There are instances when the planning phase and design phase work can be accomplished
concurrently under a combined scope and task order. There is a contractual limit of $
600,000 dollars for a task order. This approach is most appropriate for smaller ESD / LID
type BMPs, where a duplicatable BMP template is utilized in the site evaluations. Although
there can a shorter time duration for funding procurement, the impervious area treatments
achieved through these BMP designs is generally lower than the larger scaled BMPs.
The design of larger scale BMPs, and those which require most extensive permitting costs,
such as ponds and streams, generally can be accomplished by multiple BMPs sites in a
single task order, up to the $600,000 procurement limit. Generally, an approach to maximize
the number of BMP sites Included in a singular design task order will be more cost and time
efficient with funding processes.
3. Provide the average time to procure professional planning, design, and
construction services. Is procurement done in phases (e.g., procurement for
planning, then procurement for design, and then procurement for construction)?
How would a pay for performance type of contract or a design-build-operationmaintenance contract affect these time frames? Please provide information on
any innovative contracting mechanism you use to reduce procurement
timeframes and what those reduced time frames are.

Procurement is typically done for each phase; the basis is that the funding is for a defined
scope of services. The average time duration to procure engineering services and
construction contracts is proportional to BMPs scale, design complexities, and any inherent
risks with the site opportunity as follows; planning phase services 3-4 months, design phase
services 3-6 months, and construction contract work orders are 2-3 months. Planning and
Design task orders are also impacted by complexities which result in multiple engineering
disciplines being required to provide a comprehensive scope of work or services.
Similarly, construction work orders require subcontracting to complete the scope of work.
Delays in procuring construction services may occur due to contractor availability, but
generally the negotiation and procurement duration is in range of 3- 5 months. Delays to the
construction schedule would be attributed to seasonal constraints or stream restriction
periods.

A design- build option has been introduced into the CIP program through a most practical
source contracting / procurement procedure. This option for procuring services required
approximately 12 months of negotiations for a single larger scale BMPs such as stream
restoration. This time is in advance of and separate from the GANTT schedules provided
under Question #1. Thus, this option would eliminate other procurement times for individual
phases with the schedules but could frontload additional contracting time at the initiation of a
larger scale project.
4. Provide the number of requests for proposals (RFPs) for BMP construction and
for BMP design advertised during the past 5-year permit term. Of these, how many
bids were submitted for each RFP and how many required re-advertising? Was
there a trend over the permit term in the number of bid submittals received? How
many unique companies provided bids for all RFPs?

Capital Improvement Program:

The current Consultant Services Contract (S10-073A) was awarded through County RFP
solicitation, to thirteen (13) teams in 2012. Each team has multiple subconsultants for
various design work disciplines. This large Contract / award was done to provide a wider
opportunity for local firms to expand and gain additional expertise for supporting the
County s environmental needs and services required for the NPDES MS4 permit. Thus
Since 2012, the Department of Environment s capital improvement program design work
has been primarily accomplished through this consultant services contract and the number of
task orders/ solicitations is indicated in the chart below. DOE is working with the County s
Office of Central Services towards the next generation contract solicitation for engineering
services.
For construction implementation, the Department of the Environment CIP program employs
an Indefinite Quantities Contract . This contract vehicle was awarded to three (3) qualified
contractors in June 2016. Prior to this contract, DOE used a rider agreement with a similar
contract from another County agency. DOE is working with the County s Office of Central
Services towards a contract extension request effective June 2019.
This DoE Contract No. DoE 2015-0005(D) is specifically tailored to enable expedited
processing of contractor work orders to implement the water quality projects required to
enable the County to meet the terms of the MS4 Permit. A lengthy County procurement
process of evaluating and negotiating with qualified contractors, is addressed by use of this
contract.
Generally, the intent/ goal is that there is only one (1) pricing proposal needed for any one
project, this eliminates the need for advertising a project. Based upon contractor availability,
schedule delays can occur to implementation, but this is not a resultant of re-advertisement .

Design
Construction
Base Contract
Awards (D/C)
Totals

Number of requests for proposals (RFPs) for BMP construction
and for BMP design advertised during the past 5-year permit
term
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2
9
6
8
6
10
13
0
0
6
4
7
8
6
13

0

0

3

0

0

0

15

9

12

15

13

18

19

Cleanwater Partnership Program (CWP):
* CWP contract Initiation
These numbers represent the buyout/procurement process under the CWP DBOM:
a) 137 RFP s have been advertised/issued by the GC s during the Permit Term
b) Re-advertise N/A
c) 7-10 bids per RFP

total 975 RFP s bid responses from subcontractors

5. Provide information on contracting limitations that result in longer project
implementation times. Examples: Limited qualified construction contractors;
Woman owned business enterprise (WBE) or minority owned business enterprise
(MBE) requirements limit available qualified construction contractors and/or
engineering contractors. Describe the issue and provide the time extension that
results due to the issue.
Capital Improvement Program:

For construction contracting, the Department of the Environment CIP program operates an
Indefinite Quantities Contract . Contract specific limitations are; requirement of 20% MBE
and 40% County Based Business subcontracting; annual contract extensions are processed
until which time that a replacement contracting vehicle is advertised, bid and awarded; and
the contract ceiling, per vendor, is current limited to cumulative 7.5 million dollars of work
order awarded. Of these limitations, the combined County imposed requirements of 20%
MBE and 40% County Based Business subcontracting is accounted for in the negotiations
but does not significantly impact the duration for project implementation.
Relative to the Engineering Services Contract; The County s Jobs First Act (JFA Council
Bill -17, CB- 74 and CB-115) have legislated local business requirements seeking to promote
and build local business and capacity. Experience is demonstrating capacity development
has yet to keep pace with production and schedule demands. The County s latest legislative

update (CB-115) requires agencies to meet the County Based Small Business (CBSB) and
limit task orders up to and including $500K to be issued/awarded to only CBSB Businesses.
DOE is working with the County s Office of Central Services towards a contract extension
request effective June 2019.
Further complicating this issue is the Unbundling requirement of the County Code (Sec.
10A-165). Each solicitation must be subdivided and unbundled so that smaller procurements
are created to ensure the County s requirement that at least forty percent (40%) of each CIP
is awarded to certified County-based small businesses (Sec. 10A-161). This is in addition to
the County s M/WBE requirements and Local hiring requirements.
Cleanwater Partnership Program (CWP):
a) Working with smaller target class firms can have an impact. During the onboarding
period as we work to immerse them in understanding project scope and requirements. A
large value of the program is through local capacity development and mentor protégé
program. Allowing the local firm to have the knowledge and learn the necessary skill to
competitively bid more projects.
b) Several firms are very small with minimal manpower. Owners of the companies are not
only owners, but wear multiple hats to include estimating, accounting, site visits as well
as completing the actual site construction. This effects the subcontractor abilities to price
the projects in a shorter time frame that effects the bid to award process as a whole.
c) Several of the MPP group obviously requires some hand holding however this has not
caused considerable delays. GC s have also had to pay for materials / procure materials
due to credit issues. Both cause delays and cost more money. Cost delays are due to the
fact that subs don t have long standing relationships with vendors to get preferential
pricing from them.
d) Several smaller target class firms do not own their own equipment or have the cash flow
to lease. A lot of time, this is an increased cost for subs to rent equipment or man power
to execute. Subs that own their own equipment or have several crews can be much more
cost effective.
e) Due to the size of some of the target class firms it is also hard for them to share their
manpower on several jobs. They may only have one crew and have to pay the crew
regardless if they get a full day s work out of them. Some of our larger firms that can
work several jobs at one time can share resources and be more competitive.
f) Several subs that are learning the trade require the GC to provide full time onsite
supervision to help execute plans and specs, provide oversight for daily work tasks as
well as planning for next day tasks. Many target class subs are only worried about what
happens today. Countless times not having the right equipment, manpower, materials to
get a full day s work complete.

6. Provide a typical time frame required to obtain permits from local, State, and
federal agencies for the three main BMP project classes (i.e., upland stormwater
ponds, instream restoration, and alternative projects) prior to construction.
Describe how these time frames affect the overall project implementation time
frames described in Question #1. How can these time frames be reduced to help
get these projects out the door faster?

BMP CLASS
LARGE UPLAND STORMWATER PROJECTS
Ponds
ESD Measures
INSTREAM RESTORATION PROJECTS
Stream Restorations
Outfall Restoration
Shorelines
ALTERNATIVE PROJECTS

(a)

Total Design Phase
durations (including
procurement for design
and construction)

Permi

21 months
15 months

9 months
5 months

28 months
22 months
29 months
14 months

12 months
9 months
12 months
5 months

imeframe

Describe how these time frames affect the overall project implementation time
frames described in Question #1.

Permits or approvals include, but not limited to; site grading, stormwater management
concepts and MD378 approvals, erosion and sediment control approvals, tree conservation or
mitigation permits. The various environmental permits under jurisdiction of State MDE or
DNR, and Federal USACE includes Critical area, NOI, wetland and waterways permits.
The permit durations required for the design activities for the three main BMP project classes
(Upland stormwater ponds and filtering devices, Instream restoration, and Alternative
projects) are generally inherent within each technical design phase within the overall
schedule. Thus, it is difficult to breakout the permits timeframes on an individual permit
basis. Reference the design durations in the Gannt Charts and permit durations identified
in Question # 1.
(b)

How can these time frames be reduced to help get these projects out the door
faster?

The County s multi- layered approach to address the permit timeframes and work as
efficiently as possible to achieve permits such is:
a) Apply for permit(s) review as early as possible in the design phase.

b) Manage the permit coordination processes between the consultant engineers and the
County third party code reviewers and minimize local permit process durations, to the
extent possible. It is the County s experiences that the permit timeframes are not
generally revised through the regulators, as most permits follow a defined process, such
as a requirement for public notification periods or signature acknowledgements of
adjacent property owners.
c) State and Federal permitting processes. Select or prioritize retrofit project opportunities
where environmental impacts can be minimized thru design. There has been some relief
on smaller projects by qualifying for self- regulating permits (lessor area of impacts) at
state or Federal levels, which could result in shorter permitting durations on a case by
case basis.
d) Environmental up-lift strategies to address MDE reviews and mitigation requirements.
The County s restoration goals include evaluations of existing, older stormwater
management facilities to determine if water quality attributes can be retrofitted into the
facility. In projects of this nature, project design should quantify, to the extent
practicable, the restoration or enhancement potential and the design objectives and
approach, and document the expected environmental gains associated with the proposed
restorative actions. The designs quantify and to describe as fully as practicable, the
degree and nature of expected improvements in aquatic resource functions between the
natural environment existing conditions and the proposed conditions with the restorative
project. It is the County s goal that upon or resultant of County s project presentation to
the MDE, that MDE could make a determination that compensatory mitigation is not
required for TMDL-related stream restoration and enhancement activities that result in a
net increase in aquatic resource functions at a project site. The following statement is an
excerpt from MDE s draft Guidelines for the Permitting of MS4/Chesapeake Bay
TMDL-related Restoration Projects:
For situations where, expected conversions associated with a restoration project exceed
the Corps Bay TMDL RGP conversion thresholds, MDE affirms that if the applicant is
able to document (and MDE agrees) that there is a functional uplift to the aquatic
resource between the existing and proposed conditions at the project site, that such
projects will not require mitigation for conversions above the Corps conversion
thresholds, PROVIDED that the applicant demonstrates (and MDE agrees) that there is
no practicable option that achieves the same or substantially similar degree of functional
uplift with a lesser degree of conversions. Absent such a demonstration, MDE may, on a
case-by-case basis, require mitigation.
Prince George s County will continue to evaluate our SWM retrofit project opportunities.
On the basis of permit durations, including minimization of compensatory mitigation,
cost effectiveness towards the reduction of the County s untreated impervious acreage
baseline and improvement to the environmental function of these facilities.

(c)

Describe how these time frames affect the overall project implementation
time frames described in Question #1.

Time frame impacts depend on the specific project issues, project scheduled can be impacted
from as little as 3 months to greater than 20 months utility conflicts and unforeseen
conditions.
(d)

How can these time frames be reduced to help get these projects out the
door faster?

Regulatory agencies could improve the certainty (specific in their requirements); an example
would include retrofitting ponds that now require dam safety review protocols that delay
original intent of the restoration project.
Permitting time frame examples
DOE Permit: 10 working days
Wetlands Permit: 5 months
Upland stormwater projects require only Prince George County permits only.
Therefore, the permitting is faster, than instream which requires state and core permits.
Municipality Permit: 5 weeks to 3 months
USACE Permit: at least 100 working days
7. What type of a project do you consider as “low-hanging fruit”? What is your
remaining capacity of available “low-hanging fruit” projects (estimate the
number and impervious acre treatment total)? i.e.

Early in the inventory development processes, existing stormwater facilities such as dry or
extended detention ponds were considered as low hanging fruit , as these BMPs have
public dedicated easements or land ownership, as well as defined access, and an anticipated
favorable cost/benefit due to larger contribution drainage areas. As the program has
progressed, these pond sites are not as attractive candidates for retrofit due to permitting
issues at the Local and State levels due to time and expense considerations to perform dam
breach analysis, emergency action plans (EAPs), and the engineering efforts required to
address Maryland State Code 378 for small pond approval for these retrofits.
These pond retrofits opportunities remain as the most significant portion of the existing
inventory, under Column D in Table #1, response to Question #1. The IAT for Pond
retrofits inventory is projected at 1001.2 acres for 28 projects under Column D .
Other considerations include, BMPs that treat significant impervious areas can be considered
as low-hanging fruit . Since retrofitting such BMPs is cost effective and they could produce
large treatment and therefore significant amount of credits at a lower price. Based on the
County s CWP s research and the input from various stake holders, there are very few public
stormwater ponds remaining to retrofit. Either the County or the CWP retrofitted them in the
past several years.

Since MDE modified the stream restoration protocols, moving forward, stream restoration
projects could be considered as cost-effective solutions to meet the TMDL requirements, and
respond to community concerns due to severe erosion.
8. Complete the spreadsheet provided for restoration projects to be planned,
designed, and/or constructed from 2020 through 2027. Include for each
restoration project the estimated impervious acres treated, estimated total
nitrogen (TN) reduction, and estimated total suspended sediments (TSS)
reduction; any local total maximum daily load (TMDL) parameter (or other water
quality objective) addressed; estimated cost; implementation status; and
projected completion year. Include projects that will be in the planning or design
phase but will not be completed until after 2025. This information should be more
specific for the first reporting year but may be more generalized for the remaining
reporting years.

A spreadsheet titled Restoration Projects 2020-2027_4_3_19 is included with this
submittal that lists:
All restoration projects in their various phases,
Implementation year,
Estimated impervious acres treated by each project; and
Implementation cost
A summary is provided in the table below.
Programs and Implementation
Year
CIP Total
2020
2021
2023
2024
2025
2026
Green vest Phase 1&2 Total
2022
CWP Total
2019
2020
2021
Grand Total

Impervious Acres
Treated
2,223.06
507.77
475.56
117.43
194.08
173.55
133.71
620.96
2,208.19
363.97
375.92
1,468.30
4,431.25

Implementation Cost
$88,287,595
$9,391,199
$11,472,396
$8,548,000
$8,125,000
$20,000,000
$4,921,000
$25,830,000
$101,319,300
$21,519,576
$30,175,613
$49,624,111
$189,606,895

9. Provide a copy of your 5-year CIP for restoration projects (2020-2027).

Sap Project #:
5.54.0012.2 - COE County
Restoration
5.54.0005.2 Flood Control &
Drainage Improvement
5.54.0016.2 Bear Branch
Watershed
5.54.0019.2 NPDES/MS4
Compliance and Restoration
Totals

Budget Numbers ($x1,000)
FY2020 FY2021 FY2022 FY2023 FY2024

FY2025

940

1,880

3,090

2,600

2,210

2,220

6,467

7,927

6,523

4,076

4,415

4,240

875

1,677

0

0

0

0

2,472

28,693

30,572

35,135

19,115

9,275

33,254

40,177

40,185

41,811

25,740

15,735

10. Provide a copy of your operating budget for annual restoration projects (FY2019).

FY 2019 Operating Budget (Stormwater Fund)
Recommended for Budget Approval by June 30, 2019
Compensation
$5,525,100
Fringe Benefits
$4,210,200
Operating
$48,663,100
Other
$0
Capital Outlay
$0
Recoveries
$(1,436,700)
Totals
$56,931,700

FY 2019 Operating Budget (Water Quality Fund)
Recommended for Budget Approval by June 30, 2019
Compensation
$950,000
Fringe Benefits
$229,900
Operating
$42,979,000
Other
$0
Capital Outlay
$0
Recoveries
$0
Totals
$44,158,900
11. Provide a copy of your operating and maintenance budget for all BMPs
FY
2019

FUND TYPE
OPERATING
O&M BASE &
INCENTIVE
O&M COSTS

BUDGET
$1,357,472
$117,530
$1,208,260

O&M MAINT MONITOR
O&M PROGRAM COSTS

$31,682
$0
$1,357,472

OPERATING
O&M BASE &
INCENTIVE
O&M COSTS
O&M MAINT MONITOR
O&M PROGRAM COSTS

$3,536,263

OPERATING
O&M BASE &
INCENTIVE
O&M COSTS
O&M MAINT MONITOR
O&M PROGRAM COSTS

$2,177,604

OPERATING
O&M BASE &
INCENTIVE
O&M COSTS
O&M MAINT MONITOR
O&M PROGRAM COSTS

$3,600,121

OPERATING
O&M BASE &
INCENTIVE
O&M COSTS
O&M MAINT MONITOR
O&M PROGRAM COSTS

$6,152,696

OPERATING
O&M BASE &
INCENTIVE
O&M COSTS
O&M MAINT MONITOR
O&M PROGRAM COSTS

$4,555,846

OPERATING

$3,613,174

2019 Total

2020

2020 Total
2021

2021 Total
2022

2022 Total
2023

2023 Total
2024

2024 Total
2025

$326,105
$3,096,021
$114,137
$0
$3,536,263

$206,400
$1,898,964
$72,240
$0
$2,177,604

$303,975
$3,039,755
$106,391
$150,000
$3,600,121

$528,475
$5,284,755
$184,966
$154,500
$6,152,696

$387,375
$3,873,755
$135,581
$159,135
$4,555,846

O&M BASE &
INCENTIVE
O&M COSTS
O&M MAINT MONITOR
O&M PROGRAM COSTS
2025 Total
2026

OPERATING
O&M BASE &
INCENTIVE
O&M COSTS
O&M MAINT MONITOR
O&M PROGRAM COSTS

$4,917,666

OPERATING
O&M BASE &
INCENTIVE
O&M COSTS
O&M MAINT MONITOR
O&M PROGRAM COSTS

$4,652,601

2026 Total
2027

2027 Total

$303,900
$3,039,000
$106,365
$163,909
$3,613,174

$418,400
$4,184,000
$146,440
$168,826
$4,917,666

$394,600
$3,946,000
$138,110
$173,891
$4,652,601

Attachment A

MEP – Analysis Gantt Charts – CIP Program

MEP – Analysis Gantt Charts – CWP Program

